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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 16-18, 20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tsuchiyama (Progress in Science and Engineering of Composites, Proceedings 
of the ICCM-IV, Tokyo, 1982; hereinafter simply referred to as PSECP). 

With respect to claims 16-17, Tsuchiyama discloses a process of an SMC. The 
process involves coating a metered amount of resin to a pair of films; applying 
chopped carbon fiber strands between the covering films to form a compactible 
laminate, wherein the length of the chopped strands ranges from 0.5-4 inches 
(i.e. 12. 7-1 01. 6 mm); and then compacting the laminate together using conventional 
compaction rollers to form the SMC. (abstract; page 497 last full paragraph, pages 
498-499, figure 6). 

As noted in a prior office action, while added limitation in this claim is not explicitly 
disclosed, this limitation appears naturally flow (see the word "inherent" in page 4 of 
a prior office action dated 07-13-05) in the process of Tsuchiyama, because 
generally finished SMCs are NOT immediately molded to a desired configuration. In 
fact, SMCs are often stored and transported to a different production line or sold as 
an unmolded condition to different manufacturers for further molding. Therefore, 
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during the storing and transportation period, the finished SMCs must naturally 
mature (i.e. resin thickening) to a certain extent. Therefore, this added limitation in 
claim 16 appears to fail to define over the process of Tsuchiyama. In any event, 
such would have been obvious in the art because it is well known/conventional in the 
art to to form an SMC by compacting a fiber reinforced laminate to a predetermined 
setting time so that a finished SMC is suitable for further molding to a desired 
configuration and to also store and transport the SMC before the SMC is subjected 
to further molding operation. 

With respect to claim 18, see page 497 last full paragraph, page 498 last paragraph 
to page 499, and figure 5. 

With respect to claim 20, in light of the similarity of the production processes 
(especially for a strand comprising 1000 filaments or 6000 filaments), individual 
filaments must inherently be wetted. Note: this claim does not appear to positively 
require wetting each individual filaments in a fiber bundle/strand. 
3. Claims 19, 23, and 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tsuchiyama (PSECP) as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of Rinz 
(US 6,040,391). 

With respect to claim 19, Tsuchiyama appears to be silent on an amount of fillers in 
a coating resin composition. However, it would have been obvious in the art to 
incorporate up to 70 wt% of filler to a coating composition in forming an SMC of 
Tsuchiyama, because it is a common practice in the art to form a carbon fiber 
reinforced SMC, where a resin coating composition includes up to 70 wt% of fillers 
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as exemplified in the teachings of Rinz (col. 7 lines 29-63; col. 9 lines 22-36; figure 
1). 

With respect to claim 23, see the compactor illustrated in figure 1 of the Rinz patent. 
With respect to claims 25-26, note the limitation in these claims do not include the 
maturation operation recited in claim 16. These claims would have been obvious in 
the art for essentially the same reason as claims 19 and 23. 

4. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsuchiyama 
(PSECP) as applied to claim 16 in numbered paragraph 2, and further in view of JP 

1 1235797 A. Note: a new reference is applied because of Counsel's description of 
the term "polypropylene/polyamide" in response to a 1 12 2 nd rejection to this claim. 
While Tsuchiyama does not teach using covering films, where each comprises 
polyethylene/polyamide. However, it would have been obvious in the art to form an 
SMC of Tsuchiyama using each covering film comprising a mixture of polyethylene 
and polyamide, because it is old in the art of making a SMC to apply a multi-layered 
carrier film comprising a laminate of polyethylene, polypropylene, and polyamide on 
opposing surfaces of a resin compound as exemplified in the teachings of JP 797 
(abstract). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed on 12-05-05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

On page 6 full paragraph 1 , Counsel argued that "Tsuchiyama fails to teach or 
suggest the present invention ... comprising maintaining the compacted laminate for 
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a set time period to mature the laminate for further molding". It is respectfully 
submitted that, simply because Tsuchiyama does not explicitly disclose the above 
limitation, it does not necessarily mean that the above limitation does not naturally 
flow from the process of Tsuchiyama. As noted above, generally finished SMCs are 
NOT immediately molded to a desired configuration. In fact, SMCs are often stored 
and transported to a different production line or sold as an unmolded condition to 
different manufacturers for further molding. Therefore, during the storing and 
transportation period, the finished SMCs must naturally mature (i.e. resin thickening) 
to a certain extent. Therefore, this added limitation in claim 16 appears to fail to 
define over the process of Tsuchiyama. In any event, such would have been obvious 
in the art because it is well known/conventional in the art to to form an SMC by 
compacting a fiber reinforced laminate to a predetermined setting time so that a 
finished SMC is suitable for further molding to a desired configuration and to also 
store and transport the SMC before the SMC is subjected to further molding 
operation. More important, it is well known and conventional in the art to age or 
mature a finished SMC before it is subjected to a molding operation as exemplified 
in the teachings of either Koncelik (US 6,024,908; col. 1 lines 48-65), Hager et al 
(US 5,747,607; col. 6 lines 53-67; col. 7 lines 64-67; col. 8 lines 57-68) or Seats (col. 
1 lines 32-40; col. 8 line 52 to col. 9 line 3). 

On page 6 full paragraph 2, Counsel argued that "... neither Tsuchiyama norRinz 
teaches . . . sheet molding compound comprising at most about 75% by weight of 
filler or rolling the carbon-filled laminate between hold-down pins". Examiner strongly 
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disagrees. See column 7 lines 29-63; column 9 lines 22-36 and figure 1 of the Rinz 
patent, where Rinz expressly discloses using "up to about 70% by weight" of filler. In 
figure 1 illustrates a carbon fiber filled laminate being rolled through a compactor 
comprising a series of rollers (taken to be hold-down rolls). 

Conclusion 

1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 

MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 

TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 

mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 

shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 

extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 

the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 

than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sam Chuan C. Yao whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 1224. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday with second 
Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Richard Crispino can be reached on (571) 272-1171. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Sam Chuan C. Yao 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1733 
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